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Claims 1-8 were pending in the application. Claims 2, and 5-8 have been -j* 
amended. Claim 2 was amended to clarify that the reflector is structured such that theo^ 

CP 

vertical cross section and the horizontal cross section each substantially have a shape ? 
that is part of an oval. Claims 5-8 have been amended to remove the term "or/and." 
Claims 9-15 have been added. Support for the claim amendments and new claims can 
be found in the specification, inter alia, at page 7, lines 14-23, page 23, lines 4-16, 
Figs. 1 and 16A-16C, and the original claims. Accordingly, applicant respectfully 
submits that no new matter has been added. Upon entry of the foregoing amendments, 
claims 1-15 are now pending in the present application. 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of the present application in view 
of the foregoing amendments and in view of the reasons which follow. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph 

In the Office Action, claims 5-8 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second 
paragraph as being indefinite. Applicants amended claims 5-8 to remove the term 
"or/and," without narrowing the claim scope. Accordingly, applicant respectfully 
requests that the rejection be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

In the Office Action, claims 1-4 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being 
unpatentable over Strobel et al. (USP 5,204,820) in view of Bertling et al. (USP 
5,440,456). Claims 5-8 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Strobel et al. and Bertling et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Kusagaya (US 2001/0043474). Applicant respectfully traverse these rejections for the 
following reasons. 

Applicant agrees with the office action (at page 2) that Strobel does not teach or 
suggest the recited lens of applicant's claim 1 . However, applicant respectfully submits 
that the invention as recited in claim 1 is patentable over the references of record 
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because even if Strobel and Bertling could be combined in the manner proposed in the 
office action, the combination would not result in applicant's claimed invention. 

Strobel is directed to a projector type headlamp, in which a reflector 1 , having 
an asymmetrically optically effective surface is combined with a lens 2, which has a 
focal point, is an aspherical lens, and is designed according to the formula described at 
Strobel, col. 3, lines 1-47. In Strobel, the reflector 1 is designed to be adapted to lens 
2. See e.g., Strobel, col. 6, lines 62-66. According to the office action, at page 2, in 
order to produce applicant's claimed invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to replace Strobel's lens 2 with lens 24 of Bertling. However, this 
combination of Strobel's reflector 1 and Bertling's lens 28 would not operate in the 
manner claimed "so as to be irradiated to an external section in accordance with a 
target light distribution pattern." (see claim 1). In contrast, the combination of 
Strobel's reflector and Bertling's lens would not produce the desired optical pattern that 
is the principle of operation of the Strobel reflector/lens system, as the Bertling lens 
would not have a focal point, as is necessary for the operation of Strobel's system, 
being a "headlight that illuminates a surface to be illuminated with a desired light 
distribution by optimal utilization of the light source of the headlight." See Strobel, col. 
2, lines 13-17. Replacing Strobel's lens with Bertling's would not result in the light 
distribution pattern required for the headlamp. Instead, such a proposed modification of 
Strobel would clearly require a complete redesign of Strobel's reflector surface. As 
such, the proposed combination would render Strobel unsatisfactory for its intended 
purpose. See MPEP 2143.02. 

For at least these reasons, applicant respectfully submits that one of ordinary 
skill in the art would not have been motivated to combine the cited references in the 
manner suggested in the office action, and thus, that claim 1 is patentable over the 
cited references. 

Moreover, the claimed invention yields unexpected and improved results over the 
prior art. As described in the specification at page 20, line 1 1 - page 23, line 23, the 
structure of the claimed lamp device provides a light distribution function that can be 
given not only to the reflection surface but also the lens, where a more ideal light 
distribution pattern can be obtained. By forming the lens that has a recess shape, the 
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light is largely refracted by the lens and the interior section is much less visible (as 
viewed from an exterior section). As a result, it is not necessary to finish the surface of 
the reflection surface so as to have the optical performance equal to or more than the 
optical performance required for reflection, while taking appearance into consideration. 
Thus, the working operation can be executed in a more straightforward manner in 
comparison with a conventional lamp device. Further, the recess shape of the lens in 
the vertical and horizontal cross sections permits the construction of a head lamp in 
which the light generation area is small and the light quantity is large. For at least 
these additional reasons, applicant respectfully submits that claim 1 is patentable over 
the cited references. 

As the claimed combination does not render independent claim 1 unpatentable, 
claims 2-8 are also patentable for at least these reasons. 

Regarding claim 2, neither Bertling nor Strobel teach or suggest "the reflection 
surface of said reflector is structured such that the vertical cross section and the 
horizontal cross section each substantially have a shape that is part of an oval larger 
than said lens." See e.g., specification, Figs. 1-3. The office action refers to Fig. 1 of 
Bertling, as allegedly teaching the claimed reflector surface of claim 2. However, this 
structural feature is not taught or suggested in Bertling, which does not show a 
reflector surface having a shape that is part of an oval larger than the lens. In contrast, 
in the embodiment shown in applicant's Figs. 1 and 2, the reflector surface 4 has a 
shape that is part of an oval larger than the lens 1. Accordingly, applicant respectfully 
submits that claim 2 is patentable over the cited combination for at least this additional 
reason. 

Regarding claims 5-8, applicant respectfully submits that Kusagaya does not 
overcome the deficiencies of the Strobel/Bertling combination. First, Kusagaya shows a 
lens 28 that is a flat convex lens having a convex front surface and a flat rear surface, 
functioning as a condenser lens that allows the light to concentrate on one point. This 
lens 28 is similar in structure to the lens 2 of Strobel, which is allegedly being replaced 
by the lens 24 of Bertling. Accordingly, there is no evidence that one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have first replaced Strobel's lens with Bertling's lens, then modified 
Bertling's lens to match the shape of Kusagaya/Strobel. Second, applicant respectfully 
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disagrees that Kusagaya teaches a torus lens. As is shown, in the attached Japanese 
Optics textbook ("The Complete Optical Instruments," annotated in relevant portions), a 
torus or toric lens has a horizontal radius of curvature (r2) different from a vertical 
radius of curvature (r1). There is no description in Kusagaya that teaches or suggests 
this structure. Accordingly, applicant respectfully submits that claims 5-8 are 
patentable for at least these additional reasons. 

New Claims 9-15 

Applicant respectfully submits that new claims 9-13 are patentable over the 
cited references for at least the same reasons as stated above for claims 5-8. In 
addition, none of the cited references teach or suggest a lens having a front and back 
surface having torus or free curve shape. 

Regarding claim 13, the cited references do not teach or suggest the claimed 
structure of a lens having a first recess shape on the front surface and a second recess 
shape on the back surface. 

Regarding claims 14-1 5, the cited references do not teach or suggest the 
claimed structure of a lens a first surface having the recess shape and a second surface 
having a convex shape. 

Thus, for at least the reasons mentioned above, applicant respectfully submits 
the pending claims are allowable. 
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Conclusion 



If applicant has not accounted for any fees required by this Amendment, the 
Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge to our Deposit Account No. 19-0741. If 
applicant has not accounted for a required extension of time under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136, 
that extension is requested and the corresponding fee should be charged to our Deposit 
Account. 

The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is felt that a 
telephone interview would advance the prosecution of the present application. 

Respectfully submitted, 




FOLEY & LARDNER 
Customer Number: 22428 



Pavan K. Agarwal 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 40,888 
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Gregg H. Rosenblatt 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 45,056 



PATENT TRADEMARK OFFICE 



Telephone: (202) 672-5300 
Facsimile: (202) 672-5399 
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Version with Markings to Show Changes Made (Claims) 

2. (Amended) The lamp device for a vehicle according to claim 1 , wherein 
the reflection surface of said reflector is structured such that the vertical cross section 
and the horizontal cross section each substantially have a shape that is part of an oval 
[are formed in a substantially oval surface] larger than said lens. 

5. (Amended) The lamp device for a vehicle according to claim 1, wherein 
a torus curved surface or a free curved surface is formed on at least one of a front 
surface and [or/and] a back surface of said lens. 

6. (Amended) The lamp device for a vehicle according to claim 2, wherein 
a torus curved surface or a free curved surface is formed on at least one of a front 
surface and [or/and] a back surface of said lens. 

7. (Amended) The lamp device for a vehicle according to claim 3, wherein 
a torus curved surface or a free curved surface is formed on at least one of a front 
surface and [or/and] a back surface of said lens. 

8. (Amended) The lamp device for a vehicle according to claim 4, wherein 
a torus curved surface or a free curved surface is formed on at least one of a front 
surface and [or/and] a back surface of said lens. 
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